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Comment No. 1-2 
 
The Final EIS has been modified to reflect the correct date of Federal 
Register publication as August 27, 2003. 
 
Comment No. 3-4 
 
The toll-free number was established to facilitate public involvement during  
the scoping and public comment period.  Therefore, the toll-free number is 
not available after the publication of the Draft EIS. 
 
Comment No. 5-8 
 
The text is correct as written. 
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Comment No. 9-10 
 
The discussion regarding the purchase of the Citizens Communications by 
UniSource Energy, Inc. (UNS) has been expanded in Section 1.1.2 of the 
Final EIS.   
 
Comment No. 11-13 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to 
Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the 
Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that provides 
explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and Federal 
agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. Analysis of 
commitments made by utilities is outside the scope of the EIS.   
 
UNS has committed to the purchase of 100 MW of transmission capacity 
from TEP to allow for future growth above Citizen’s current Santa Cruz 
County load of approximately 65 MW.  TEP anticipates using the other 400 
MW of capability for transport of energy between the U.S. and Mexico.  If 
DOE issues a Presidential Permit, it would contain limits on the amount of 
power that could be placed on the transmission line.  These limits are based 
on reliability studies done in support of the application and also on the 
design limiting the transmission line to operate at 500 MW.  If TEP wanted 
to operate the transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to apply 
to DOE for an amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE would 
have to perform additional analysis required by NEPA. 
 
Comment No. 14-16 
 
As the lead agency, DOE may invite Federal and state agencies to join in 
the NEPA process by becoming a cooperating agency.  It is within an 
agency’s discretion to accept or reject the invitation to become a 
cooperating agency. While any of the alternatives would be viable for 
selection by the Federal decisionmakers in their respective RODs (see 
Section 1.6.6), implementation of the proposed project could not occur until 
TEP meets all regulatory requirements, including obtaining the necessary 
approval from the ACC and other state agencies. 
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Comment No. 17-18 
 
Although TEP submitted its application for the proposed project on August 
17, 2000, TEP has not withdrawn its application for the proposed project 
and the application process is ongoing. 
 
Comment No. 19-20 
 
The maps in the Final EIS have been modified to incorporate the correct 
boundary of the Town of Sahuarita.   
 
Comment No. 21-22 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 23-24 
 
See response to Comments 9-10 above. 
 
Comment No. 25-27 
 
Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, has been revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify that the 345-kV transmission line that TEP proposes to construct 
would go just across the U.S.-Mexico border, where it would likely connect 
to another transmission line. The specific routing of the connecting 
transmission line between the U.S.-Mexico border and a new substation in 
the area of Nogales, Sonora, and the location of the substation have not yet 
been determined. 
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Comment No. 28-29 
 
The proposed corridors would meet the U.S.-Mexico border approximately 
3,300 ft (1,005 m) west of Arizona State Highway 189 in Nogales, Arizona 
(see Chapter 2).  USIBWC would review plans for construction of the 
proposed project where it would cross the border between the United States 
and Mexico and assess whether the effects of the proposed project would be 
consistent with existing bilateral arrangement between the two countries or 
would obscure or otherwise impact the international border. 
 
Comment No. 30-31 
 
The figure correctly shows what the structure would look like to viewers. 
 
Comment No. 32-33 
 
The three slightly different monopoles that would be used along the corridor 
based on the turning angle of the transmission line and the elevation change 
between towers would be visually very similar to the monopole shown in 
the Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.  The environmental impacts of the different 
variation of the monopoles would be very similar if not identical to the 
impacts that are cited in the Final EIS, and therefore, only one figure of the 
typical monopole that would be used is shown in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 34-35 
 
The three slightly different lattice towers that would be used along the 
corridor would be visually very similar to the monopole shown in the 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.  The environmental impacts of the different 
variation of the lattice towers would be very similar if not identical to the 
impacts that are cited in the Final EIS, and therefore, only one figure of 
typical lattice tower that would be used is shown in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 36-37 
 
The figure correctly shows what the structure would look like to viewers. 
 
Comment No. 38-39 
 
See response to Comments 25-27 above. 
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Comment No. 40-41 
 
The Central Corridor is correct as shown in all figures in the EIS (see for 
example, Figure 1.1-4), and is correctly described in the reference text.  In 
the Notice of Intent for the proposed project, the Central Corridor was 
shown as diverging to the west of the EPNG pipeline for a short distance 
near Tubac, while the Eastern Corridor followed the EPNG pipeline more 
closely.  However, upon elimination of the Eastern Corridor from further 
analysis (prior to the Draft EIS), TEP opted to retain the corridor alignment 
following the EPNG pipeline near Tubac (formerly the Eastern Corridor) as 
the Central Corridor for the Draft and Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 42-43 
 
Due to the scale and the level of detail shown in Figure 1.1-4, the suggested 
locations are not shown or shaded in order to present a simplified, user-
friendly map.  The historic parks in Tumacacori and Tubac are outside of 
the three 0.25-mi (0.40-km) wide study corridors. Therefore, the impact on 
these historic parks from the Central Corridor (the closest of the corridors to 
these parks) would be limited to visual impacts.  Since publication of the 
Draft EIS, a field review of these sites was conducted and a report, the 
“Proposed TEP Powerline—Visibility from Tumacacori and Tubac Historic 
Sites”, was added to  Appendix I.  Based on that field review and associated 
report, Section 4.4.1.2 has been revised with the following language:  
“Impacts to views from the historic parks in Tumacacori and Tubac would 
be minimal.”  
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Comment No. 44-45 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system.  Section 1.5 discussed 
synchronization of the U.S. and Mexican systems. 
 
Comment No. 46-47 
 
The text is correct as written as it is in Spanish. 
 
Comment No. 48-49 
 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS has been revised to include discussion on 
safety considerations for collocating natural gas pipelines and transmission 
lines. TEP has consulted with EPNG about the proposed project, and TEP 
would have detailed discussions with EPNG regarding safety issues of 
siting the proposed transmission line near the distribution station once an 
exact location for the structures is determined. 
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Comment No. 50-51 
 
The number of times that the proposed transmission would cross the EPNG 
pipeline would be determined upon final siting of the transmission corridor, 
following each Federal agencies’ ROD. 
 
Comment No. 52-53 
 
The alternative of a new power plant is evaluated briefly in the EIS (refer to 
Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). ACC Comment 3 emphasized that a new power plant in Nogales 
is not a viable alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s 
proposal). 
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Comment No. 54-55 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 56-57 
 
See response to Comments 40-41 above. 
 
Comment No. 58-59 
 
See response to Comments 52-53 above. 
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Comment No. 57-58 (misnumbered comment) 
 
The 115-kV transmission line from Gateway Substation to the Valencia 
Substation has been added, as appropriate, to the applicable figures in the 
Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 60-78 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 60-78 (continued) 
 
TEP’s purpose and need has been revised in the Final EIS (see Section 
1.2.1). 
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Comment No. 79-80  
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 81 
 
As discussed in Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the Draft EIS, consultations 
were conducted with the recommended agencies and organizations where 
appropriate. 
 
Comment No. 82-83  
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 84-85 
 
Section 1.7.1 of the Final EIS has been modified to include the full name of 
the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail. 
 
Comment No. 86-87 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 88-89 
 
On May 10, 2001, DOE received an application for a Presidential Permit 
from the Maestros Group to construct a transmission line across the U.S.-
Mexico border from a proposed power plant to be built in the Nogales, 
Arizona area. To date, Maestros Group has provided no additional 
information for DOE to continue processing their Presidential Permit 
application; as such, it is not considered a reasonably foreseeable action. 
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Comment No. 90-91 
 
Based on the rewrite of Chapter 1, the CEQ 1997 reference that was in 
Section 1.3.2 of the Draft EIS has been deleted. 
 
Comment No. 92-93 
 
The Pima County Department of Environmental Quality (PDEQ) controls 
the air quality in Pima County.  Information obtained from PDEQ was used 
in the analysis and as such, reference PDEQ 2003 is used to cite the 
information. 
 
Comment No. 94-95 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS. Refer to the response to Sky 
Island Alliance, Comment 14, for further discussion of power plant 
construction in Mexico. 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
Comment No. 96-97 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 98-99 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a 
Presidential Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether 
the proposed project would adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. 
electric system. Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the 
proposed 345-kV facilities, DOE must ensure that the export would not 
impair sufficiency of supply within the United States and would not 
impede, or tend to impede, the coordinated use of the regional transmission 
system. 
 
Comment No. 100-101 
 
The consideration of impacts from the PNM proposal has been eliminated 
as described in Section 5.2 of the Final EIS. 
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Comment No. 102-103 
 
See response to Comments 25-27 above. 
 
As part of the analysis of potential impacts in the United States, DOE made 
the conservative assumption that there would be simultaneous construction 
in Mexico of a transmission line connecting to TEP’s proposed project in 
the United States that could have air quality impacts in the United States.  
These potential air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 4.8.3.  DOE is 
not aware of any other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in Mexico that could result in cumulative impacts in the United 
States. Likewise, DOE is not aware of any design or impact evaluation 
documents for the connecting Mexican portion of the transmission line that 
could be included as an appendix to this EIS. 
 
Comment No. 104-105 
 
The Final EIS have been revised to evaluate the proposed 115-kV 
transmission line between the Gateway and Valencia Substations in 
Nogales, Arizona as part of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 106-107 
 
See response to Comments 52-53 above. 
 
Comment No. 108-109 
 
The Final EIS has been revised to evaluate the proposed 115-kV 
transmission line route between the Gateway and Valencia Substations in 
Nogales, Arizona as part of the proposed project.  TEP is not pursuing the 
alternate 115-kV transmission line and it is not evaluated in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 110-111 
 
The ROW width of 125 ft (38.1 m) was established by TEP as part of their 
project design, which includes operating the transmission line at 500 MW 
total, the maximum level at which the proposed 345-kV transmission line 
would be operated (refer to the response to Border Power Plant Working 
Group, Comment 2). 
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Comment No. 110-111 (continued) 
 
Refer also to the response to MM-4 in the public hearing transcript for 
Nogales, AZ September 26, 2003, 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. transcript. 
 
Comment No. 112-113 
 
The description of TEP’s corridor and substation location identification 
process was provided by TEP, and was included in this EIS to provide 
background information on how TEP identified potential transmission line 
corridors. The merits of TEP’s corridor identification process are beyond 
the scope of this EIS; the Federal agencies conducted an independent 
review of the transmission line corridors proposed by TEP, adding the 
Crossover Corridor as a result of public scoping and tribal input.  The 
description of the corridor and substation location identification process 
remains in the EIS as relevant background information. 
 
Comment No. 114-115 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 112-113.  The description 
of the factors used by TEP to evaluate potential transmission line 
alignments was provided by TEP, and remains in the EIS in Chapter 2 as 
relevant background information. 
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Comment No. 116-117 
 
Refer to the response to MM-8 in the public hearing transcript for Green 
Valley, AZ September 25, 2003, 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. 
 
Comment No. 118-119 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 112-115. The principles 
used by TEP remain in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 120-121 
 
DOE correctly identified the Western Corridor as DOE’s preferred 
alternative in the Draft EIS for the reasons stated (in light of TEP’s 
preference and the ACC’s decision to site TEP’s proposed line along the 
Western Corridor).  DOE accepted public comments on this designation 
through the Draft EIS public comment period, and has taken these 
comments into account in the Final EIS. DOE and each of the cooperating 
agencies are authorized to select their own  alternative(s) for approval or 
denial in the ROD, regardless of the actions of other agencies or the 
designation of preferred alternatives in the Draft or Final EIS.  
 
Comment No. 122-123 
 
The reference to Figure 3.1-1 has been corrected to Figure 3.11-1 in the 
Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 124-125 
 
The All Corridors segment is correct as shown.  The Caterpillar Test and 
Training facility was added to Figure 2.1-1. 
 
Comment No. 126-127 
 
The limits of the incorporated area of the Town of Sahuarita have been 
expanded on figures throughout the EIS. 
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Comment No. 128-129 
 
The Tubac Presidio State Historic Park and Tumacacori National Historic 
Parks have been added to Figure 2.1-2.  Fire stations are not typically 
environmental or cultural resources or locations of special interest and are 
not included on the maps.  
 
Comment No. 130-131 
 
Fire stations and ranger stations are not typically environmental or cultural 
resources or locations of special interest and are not included on the maps. 
 
Comment No. 132-133 
 
The in-holdings of private land on the Coronado National Forest are shown 
in Figure 1.1-4.  Other maps in the EIS that include the Coronado National 
Forest Tumacacori EMA do not show in-holdings for purposes of 
presenting simplified, user-friendly maps. 
 
Comment No. 134-135 
 
The exact locations of the tensioning and pulling sites and fiber-optic 
splicing sites would depend on the final precise siting of the ROW and 
support structures, which would occur after each agency has issued a ROD, 
as stated in Section 3.1.1 of the Final EIS. This would allow for mitigation 
of potential environmental impacts by resource specialists.  Section 2.2.4 
(Shield Wire and Conductor Stringing) states that stringing and tensioning 
sites and fiber-optic splicing sites would be selected to avoid 
environmentally sensitive resources, in coordination with land owners and 
managers. The description of the number, size, and general selection of 
tensioning and pulling sites presented in the Final EIS is adequate for 
evaluating potential environmental impacts. 
 
Comment No. 136-137 
 
Fiber-optic splicing sites are discussed under Shield Wire and Conductor 
Stringing in Section 2.2.4.  Refer to the response to Magruder Comment 
No. 134-135 regarding the exact siting of the fiber-optic splicing sites. 
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Comment No. 138-139 
 
Refer to the response to MM-8 in the public hearing transcript for Green 
Valley, AZ September 25, 2003, 3 p.m. to 5 p.m. 
 
Comment No. 140-141 
 
The Final EIS have been revised to evaluate the proposed 115-kV 
transmission line between the Gateway and Valencia Substations in 
Nogales, Arizona as part of the proposed project, analyzed under each 
resource area in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects. 
 
Comment No. 142-143 
 
The Central Corridor is correct as shown in all figures in the EIS (see for 
example, Figure 1.1-4), and is correctly described in the referenced text.  
 
The information on routes presented during the scoping process is intended 
to be preliminary in nature and is not intended to be a final determination of 
routing or topics that ultimately are to be analyzed in the Draft EIS. In fact, 
one of the stated purposes of scoping is to refine alternatives and issues to 
be addressed. The analysis that occurred between scoping and publication 
of the Draft EIS refined the actual Central Corridor to be considered for 
environmental effects. 
 
Comment No. 144-147 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 134-135. 
 
Comment No. 148-149 
 
Refer to the response to Magruder Comment No. 112-113.  The description 
of the factors used by TEP to evaluate potential transmission line 
alignments was provided by TEP, and remains in the EIS as relevant 
background information.  
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Comment No. 150-151 
 
The suggested features have not been added to the map for purposes of 
presenting simplified, user-friendly maps. The Tumacacori National 
Historic Park has been removed from this map for consistency purposes. 
 
Comment No. 152-154 
 
TEP’s application to DOE on August 17, 2000 for a Presidential Permit 
included three proposed corridors the Western, Central, and Eastern. DOE 
began the NEPA process based on this application. During the preparation 
of the EIS, TEP determined the Eastern Corridor to be unsuitable, and 
subsequently requested that DOE remove the Eastern Corridor from the EIS 
as a viable alternative. TEP’s analysis and consultation with DOE and the 
cooperating agencies on the Eastern Corridor took approximately 2 years, 
concluding with TEP’s July 3, 2002, letter. The reasons cited by TEP in its 
letter requesting removal of the Eastern Corridor from further analysis are 
correctly summarized. 
 
Comment No. 155-161 
 
The reasons cited by TEP in its letter requesting removal of the Eastern 
Corridor from further analysis are correctly summarized. The Eastern 
Corridor was eliminated from further consideration in this EIS because of 
the reasons given by TEP in a letter to DOE (TEP 2002a) that rendered it 
infeasible (see Section 2.1.5 for further discussion of elimination of the 
Eastern Corridor). 
  
Comment No. 162-165 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit  

2.3-277 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Magruder, Marshall 
Page 31 of 84 
 

 
 

Comment No. 162-165 (continued) 
 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal.  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 166-167 
 
Section 2.1.4, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further 
Analysis, in the Draft EIS has been renumbered to Section 2.1.5 in the Final 
EIS for logical flow of the alternatives. 
 
Comment No. 168-169 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 170-172 
 
Sections 3.4.2 and 4.4.2 address Native American concerns. The San Xavier 
District of the Tohono O’odham Reservation is shown on Figure 2.1-1. 
 
Comment No. 173-175 
 
The proposed project would be operated at 500 MW (refer to the response 
to Border Power Plant Working Group, Comment 1). The RODs to be 
issued by each agency would require compliance with all applicable 
regulations, including any requirements of the Town of Sahuarita or Pima 
County Flood Control. 
 
Comment No. 176-177 
 
Environmental effects of the proposed project are described in Chapter 4, 
not Chapter 2 (see Section 4.7 for Water Resources). 
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Comment No. 178-179 
 
The RODs to be issued by each agency would require compliance with all 
applicable regulations. 
 
Comment No. 180-181 
 
As discussed in the EIS, TEP would acquire all necessary permits and 
approvals for construction in a floodplain.  It is premature to attempt to 
provide the level of detail requested by the commentor. 
 
Comment No. 182-184 
 
Refer to Sections 3.11.2 and 4.11.2 regarding waste management impacts. 
TEP’s Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan would prevent, 
control, and minimize impacts from a spill. 
 
 
Comment No. 185-193 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
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Comment No. 194-196 
 
The proposed expansion of the South Substation would not be expected to: 
(1) raise the flood elevation in the surrounding area; (2) change flow 
patterns of the Santa Cruz River; nor (3) introduce significantly new 
hazardous material.  TEP has completed a study to determine engineering 
measures that could be implemented to provide flood protection to the 
South Substation.  (TEP 2002c) The results of that study indicate a variety 
of protective measures (ranging from reducing erosion with soil cement to 
building a structural concrete retaining wall) that can be implemented to 
better protect the South Substation from flooding.  TEP would take 
appropriate measures to maintain the reliability of the electric transmission 
system.    
 
Comment No. 197-199 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
 
Comment No. 200-202 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts. The purpose of the fiber optic system is described 
in Chapter 1, and a description of the facility is provided in Section 2.2.1. 
Maintenance requirements are described in Section 2.2.5. 
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Comment No. 203-208 
 
The types of towers described are those that are included in TEP’s proposal. 
The suggested text changes are not appropriate. 
 
Comment No. 209-212 
 
A description and drawing of the proposed 115-kV structures have been 
added to the Final EIS. The Draft EIS (Section 2.2.3) indicates that the 
variations of the structure types are visually very similar, and thus the 
additional information requested is not necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3-282 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Magruder, Marshall 
Page 36 of 84 
 

 
 

Comment No. 213-215 
 
Refer to the response to MM-2 in the Green Valley, AZ September 25, 
2003, 7 p.m. to 9 p.m. public hearing transcript.  
 
Comment No. 216-218 
 
The maximum level at which the proposed 345-kV transmission line would 
be operated is 500 MW (refer to the response to Border Power Plant 
Working Group, Comment 2). 
 
Comment No. 219-220 
 
The referenced portion of the WECC website has been printed and placed in 
the administrative record for the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 221-223 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 224-226 
 
The precise locations of the splicing sites have not yet been determined, but 
they would be selected to avoid environmentally sensitive resources. 
 
Comment No. 227-229 
 
The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
 
Comment No. 230-231 
 
Each agency will state any required mitigation measures in their respective 
RODs, based on the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.2.6 of the 
EIS, and any additional mitigation measures that the agency deems 
necessary. 
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Comment No. 232-242 
 
The information provided in the sections of the EIS cited by the commentor 
is consistent. The level of detail of information provided in the EIS is 
adequate to assess environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 243-244 
 
Fiber-optic construction would be a minor part of construction and would 
be accomplished as part of the overall project construction. 
 
Comment No. 245-247 
 
See response to Comments 124-125 above. 
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Comment No. 248-249 
 
“Land managers” has been added after “property owners” to clarify that 
lands may be managed by various entities. 
 
Comment No. 250-252 
 
Proposed access way is a road to access the proposed project. The level of 
detail of information provided in the EIS is adequate to assess 
environmental impacts.  
 
Comment No. 253-254 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 230-231 above. 
 
Comment No. 255-257 
 
The area required both for construction of a monopole and lattice tower are 
given in the sentence cited by the commentor. These estimates of maximum 
disturbance apply for all methods of construction. 
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Comment No. 258-260 
 
The temporary construction sites and construction laydown area are not 
shown on any of the project maps. However, the EIS does specify the 
approximate location of the temporary laydown area and construction sites. 
These sites would be used prior to and during construction for storing of 
construction materials and equipment.  
 
The start of construction is dependent on several factors, including approval 
by Federal and state agencies, and therefore is not known at this time. 
 
A detailed list of standard mitigation practices to be employed by TEP is 
shown in Table 2.2-2. TEP would implement standard mitigation practices 
in areas cleared or disturbed during construction. The temporary 
construction sites and the laydown area would be allowed to revert back to 
its original state or reseeded/revegetated to prevent the introduction or 
spread of invasive species. Erosion control measures would be implemented 
in accordance with TEP’s Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 
 
Comment No. 261-263 
 
The temporary construction laydown yard would be sited on previously 
disturbed land and would be used to store construction equipment and 
materials including transmission line towers. The EIS points out that 
helicopters would be used when large cranes could not access tower 
locations by road. For the Western and Central Corridors, existing, 
improved, and new access roads would be used to bring poles to structure 
sites. TEP intends to use helicopters only for stringing conductors on the 
Western and Central Corridors.  However, for the Crossover Corridor 
Alternative, helicopters would be used to transport 20 to 25 structures to the 
Peck Canyon portion of the Crossover Corridor due to the terrain in this 
area of the site.  
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Comment No. 264-266 
 
Since a preferred alternative has not been agreed upon, the discussion on 
foundation types is general because a geotechnical investigation for the 
preferred alternative has not been conducted. The scope of the geology and 
soils section of the EIS is limited to general information about the geology, 
soils, and geological features in the project area and vicinity. To determine 
the depth to bedrock and the soil types at each proposed pole location, site-
specific geotechnical investigations must be conducted at each proposed 
pole location. These investigations will be conducted once the Presidential 
Permit is approved and a preferred alternative is agreed upon. 
 
Comment No. 267-269 
 
The depth would depend on local geologic conditions. 
 
Comment No. 270-271 
 
Several cranes would be used at the site during construction. These cranes 
include the side boom crane, the all terrain crane, rough crane, rough terrain 
crane, and the truck mounted crane. Cranes would be transported to the site 
on large flat-bed trucks. 
 
Comment No. 272-274 
 
Details on monopole types to be used and pole locations are not provided in 
the EIS.  If an action alternative is selected for implementation, these 
decisions would be made after the RODs from each Federal agency, during 
the design phase of the project. 
 
Comment No. 275-276 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 277-279 
 
As stated in the discussion of Structure Assembly/Erection in Section 2.2.4, 
lattice towers would be used in locations such as road crossing because their 
use would allow for a greater distance between tower locations. TEP’s
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Comment No. 277-279 (continued) 
 
rationale for using lattice towers is to reduce the impact to the environment 
by not constructing new access roads and by increasing the distance 
between towers. 
 
Comment No. 280-281 
 
See the response to Comment 272-274 above. The citation TEP 2003 
references documents used in EIS preparation and not ACC Decision No. 
64356. ACC Decision No. 64356 has been referenced as ACC 2002 in 
Chapter 2 and in Chapter 11, References.  That Decision is also now in 
Appendix J. 
 
Comment No. 282-284 
 
Details on wire-handling sites are not provided in the EIS. Once a preferred 
alternative is agreed upon, the location of these sites would be designated in 
the design phase of the project. 
 
Comment No. 285-290 
 
As presented in Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the Final EIS, the Federal 
agencies and TEP had initiated consultation with Davis Monthan Air Force 
Base regarding potential impacts of the proposed transmission line on 
military flight operation.  In response to the consultation, the Davis 
Monthan Air Force Base stated no relevant issues with any of the proposed 
corridors.  The proposed Western Corridor could impact the FUZZY 
Military Operating Area, controlled by the 162nd FG Airspace in Tucson.  
Subsequently, information regarding the proposed project has been 
forwarded to the 162nd FG Airspace Manager and a copy of the Draft EIS 
has been sent for review and comment.  No comment has been received.   
 
DOE and TEP has initiated consultation with FAA regarding potential 
impacts of the proposed transmission line on flight operations.  FAA has 
indicated that the proposed project would not affect air traffic due to 
location and height of the transmission line structures (see letter in 
Appendix A). 
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Comment No. 291-292 
 
Reference to the Pima County Sahuarita Landfill in Section 2.2.4, ROW 
Cleanup and Restoration, was stated as an example.   
 
Comment No. 293-294 
 
The commentor’s recommendation, “meeting the requirements of native 
plant ordinances in Santa Cruz and Pima Counties,” has been be added to 
the ROW Cleanup and Restoration section in Section 2.2.4 of the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 295-299 
 
In cases where there is a conflict between various safety standards, the 
strictest/most conservative safety standard would be adhered to. Evaluation 
of legal liability is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 300-302 
 
The level of detail requested by the commentor is not appropriate in an EIS.  
Chapter 1 provides a discussion of TEP’s efforts to link the Mexican and 
U.S. electric systems.   
 
Comment No. 303-304 
 
The level of detail requested by the commentor is generally not provided in 
an EIS.  
 
Comment No. 305-306 
 
In Section 2.2.5, a general statement is made about the potential sources that 
sometimes damage transmission lines. As written, the statement does not 
imply that transmission lines associated with this project will be damaged 
by floods, rather, there is the potential for damage.  A floodplain analysis is 
provided in Appendix C.   
 
Comment No. 307-309 
 
The information requested by the commentor is not appropriate for this EIS. 
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Comment No. 310-312 
 
Condition Number 16 in ACC Decision No. 64356 requires TEP comply 
with “recommendations, mitigation measures, and actions to reduce or 
prevent environmental impact included in the EIS.” TEP management will 
be responsible for providing oversight of contractors and ensuring that 
mitigation measures are implemented and adhered to. Section 2.2.6 
provides a list of other sources (e.g., agreements, permits) that may include 
mitigation measures.  
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Comment No. 313-314 
 
The mitigation measures in Table 2.2-2 are proposed measures under the 
Proposed Action. The Federal agencies will describe specific mitigation 
commitments in their RODs. The RODs will explain how mitigation 
measures will be planned and implemented, will be as complete as possible 
based on available information, and will be subject to revision as more 
specific and detailed information becomes available. The RODs will be 
available for public review and copies will be available upon request. 
 
Comment No. 315-317 
 
Due to changes likely to be made during the NEPA process, final 
designation for the pole construction, staging, laydown and access areas 
will occur during the design phase of the project. These areas are described 
in Section 2.2.4.  
 
Comment No. 318-320 
 
Repairs would depend on agreements with the parties involved. 
 
Comment No. 321-323 
 
CEQ and DOE NEPA-implementing regulations require compliance with 
all applicable regulations.  
 
Comment No. 324-326 
 
Refer to Section 4.3 regarding consultation with USFWS. 
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Comment No. 327-328 
 
In Table 2.2-2, mitigation measure 21 does address fire safety as stated by 
the commentor. Table 2.2-2 provides a list of all proposed mitigation 
measures that are likely to be implemented under the Proposed Action. A 
more detailed discussion on fire safety and mitigation can be found in 
Section 4.10, Human Health and Environment. Firefighters and TEP 
personnel would comply with the mitigation and safety measures in Forest 
Service Fireline Handbook (NWCG Handbook 3, PMS 410-1, NFES 0065) 
and the Forest Service Health and Safety Code Handbook (FSH 6709.1). 
 
Comment No. 329-330 
 
Sections 3.3.6 and 4.3.6 discuss the existing invasive species (non-native 
plants) in the project area, and potential invasive species impacts that could 
result from the proposed project, and Table 2.2-2 describes the mitigation 
measures to be employed in accordance with applicable requirements. 
 
Comment No. 331-333 
 
The Identification of Environmental Issues section of the Notice of Intent To 
Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement and to Conduct Public 
Scoping Meetings and Notice of Floodplain and Wetlands Improvement; 
Tucson Electric Power Company provided a preliminary list of issues that 
would be analyzed in the Draft EIS.  Section 2.3 presents a list of the 
resource areas evaluated. The issues identified in the NOI are discussed in 
the appropriate resource area. 
 
Comment No. 334-335 
 
Alternative power supply means does not meet TEP’s proposal and are thus 
not evaluated in this EIS (refer to Section 2.1.5 of the EIS). 
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Comment No. 336-337 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to 
ACC, Comment 1, and to the revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of 
TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona 
Corporation Committee, that provides explanation of the jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No 338-339 
 
ACC Comment 3 emphasized that a new power plant in Nogales is not a 
viable alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s 
proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not evaluated 
in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 340-341 
 
One of the alternatives route for the proposed 115-kV transmission line was 
eliminated from further analysis due to land use of the area.  Discussion on 
the 115-kV line has been added to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 342-344 
 
The NEPA process does not end with the preparation of the Draft EIS. 
Rather, it is an ongoing process with formal and informal consultations until 
the project is completed.  Presentation of tower, ROWs, and facility 
locations in the Draft EIS are preliminary and subject to change with the 
findings of the biological and cultural investigations. If an action alternative 
is selected, the Federal agencies will follow a Programmatic Agreement 
with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested 
tribes, and TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources.  Prior to 
ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a complete on-the-
ground inventory would be conducted by professional archaeologists in 
accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources would also  
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 Comment No. 342-344 (continued) 
 
include historical document research and continued consultation with 
Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural properties 
and sacred sites.  Identified cultural resources would be evaluated in terms 
of National Register eligibility criteria and potential project effects in 
consultation with all parties who are participants in the Programmatic 
Agreement. 

 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land-
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.  A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.  
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Comment No. 345-346 
 
As stated in the Draft EIS “the possibility of deleterious health effects…has 
increased public concern.” The suggestion made by the commentor is 
similar to and conveys the same idea as presented in the Draft EIS.  
 
Comment No. 347-348 
 
Section 3.10, Human Health and Environment, includes a discussion on 
electric and magnetic fields. While corona effects mainly cause 
interference, audible noise, and produce visible light, because these effects 
are due to the electric field effects, they are discussed in Section 3.10. 
 
Comment No. 349-350 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 351-352 
 
Section 3.10.1 of the EIS mentioned by the commentor provides a 
comparison of the EMF level of some common household appliances at 3 ft 
and EMF level from existing transmission lines at the edge of the ROW. 
The EMF from the common household appliances and the existing 
transmission lines were modeled at a reasonable distance that the public 
would be exposed to the EMF. 
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Comment No. 353-355 
 
The reference for the data for Table 3.10-1, EMF Level of Some Common 
Household Appliances, in the EIS was from a study done in 2003, and not 
September 1985 as stated by the commentor.   
 
The comparison with the household appliance EMF was used for exposure 
to EMF from the transmission line because exposure to EMF from the 
transmission line would not be continuous, as there are no houses located in 
the vicinity of the proposed corridors that would be exposed to continuous 
EMF from the transmission line. Therefore, like exposures the household 
appliance EMF, exposure to EMF from the transmission line would be 
short-term. 
 
Comment No. 356-362 
 
The referenced paragraph states that no Federal regulations have been 
established specifying environmental limits on the strengths of fields from 
powerlines. The level of detail of information currently provided in the EIS 
is adequate to assess environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 356-362 (continued) 
 
The referenced paragraph states that no Federal regulations have been 
established specifying environmental limits on the strengths of fields from 
power lines. The level of detail of information currently provided in the EIS 
is adequate to assess environmental impacts. 
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Comment No. 363-365 
 
Section 3.13 describes the affected environment as it pertains to 
environmental justice issues. The information and data presented in this 
section provide a baseline description of environmental justice issues 
against which the various alternatives could be evaluated to determine 
potential negative or positive effect on minority populations and low- 
income populations on or near the proposed transmission line corridors. The 
impacts associated with the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 4. 
 
Comment No. 366-367 
 
The purpose of Figure 3-13.3 is to show the unlabeled block groups in 
Figures 3.13-1 and 3.13-2. 
 
Comment No. 368-369 
 
Figures 3.13-1 and 3.13-2 shows the minority and low-income census block 
groups on near the three proposed corridor alternatives. Table 3.13-1 
presents numerical information by race and poverty level for the census 
blocks on or near the corridors and indicates whether each block is 
intersected by any of the proposed corridors. While the substation abuts the 
far southeastern edge of census block group 9409901 (San Xavier District 
[Tohono O’odham Reservation]), the corridors do not intersect this census 
block. 
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Comment No. 370-371 
 
The summation totals requested by the commentor are already provided in 
the table by Block Group ID. For example, Block Group ID 9960001 has a 
total population of 858, of which 748 are non-Hispanic and 110 are 
Hispanic. There are 42 (5 percent) persons living below the poverty level 
and 13 percent of the population is Hispanic in that Block Group ID.  
 
Comment No. 372-373 
 
If an action alternative is selected for implementation by each of the Federal 
agencies through the issuance of a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW 
and the support structures within the ROW would involve input from 
cultural, biological, and visual specialists, to identify and minimize impacts 
to each area of land to be disturbed. The detailed engineering and design of 
the proposed project would be completed after the final siting of the 
corridor. For this reason, the Final EIS cannot speculate on the numbers of 
each type of structure. 
 
Comment No. 374-375 
 
Table 4.1-1 shows the amount of acreage that would be disturbed from the 
installation of the transmission line structure (i.e., lattice towers and 
monopoles). Table 4.12-1 shows the amount of currently undisturbed 
acreage that would be disturbed with the construction of access roads, use 
of construction laydown areas, and the installation of transmission line 
structures by corridor alternatives. 
 
Comment No. 376-378 
 
In Figure 4.2-3 of the EIS, the map of the Western Corridor is shaded to 
indicate visibility from travelway. As the Western Corridor crosses I-19 and 
continues southwest, residents, travelers, and recreationalists would have 
views of the proposed project in the foreground and middleground, with 
views from many areas in lower terrain obscured by the hills and main 
tailings piles in the area.     
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Comment No. 376-378 (continued) 
 
While there is a potential for construction of new houses on the hills to the 
west of I-19 and almost anywhere in the project area, until plans are 
presented, new housing construction is speculative.  If such housing 
construction were to occur, the transmission line may be visible from 
potential residences on the hills to the west of the interstate, depending on 
the terrain setting of each individual house.   
 
Comment No. 379-380 
 
Any decrease in property values from the proposed transmission lines 
would be perception-based impact.  Any connection between public 
perception of a risk to property values and future behavior would be 
uncertain or speculative at best, and therefore would not inform 
decisionmaking. Section 4.5 references a discussion of past studies of the 
impact of transmission lines and property values in other geographic areas. 
The studies conclude that other factors, such as general location, size of 
property, and supply and demand factors, are far more important criteria 
than the proximity of a transmission line in determining the value of 
residential real estate. Accordingly, while the Federal agencies recognize 
that a given property owner’s value could be affected (positively or 
negatively) by the project, the Federal agencies have not attempted to 
quantify theoretical public perceptions of property values should the 
proposed project be built. 
 
Comment No. 381-383 
 
As indicated in the EIS, Section 4.6.2, specific BMPs would be defined 
once coordination between TEP, USFS, and ADEQ has been completed, 
prior to implementation of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 384-385 
Explosive blasting sites were not provided in the EIS because the areas 
requiring blasting along the corridor would not be known until the preferred 
alternative is selected and a detailed geotechnical investigation is 
conducted. 
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Comment No. 387-389 
 
Details on tower locations where workers or equipment will be inserted by 
helicopter or sky crane are not provided in the EIS because these decisions 
will be made during the design phase of the project, if TEP receives the 
Presidential Permit from DOE, and other required approvals from Federal, 
state, and local authorities. 
 
Comment No. 390-392 
 
Each agency will state any required mitigation measures in their respective 
RODs, based on the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.2.6 of the 
EIS, and any additional mitigation measures that the agency deems 
necessary.  
 
Comment No. 393-395 
 
The noise levels reported for Temporary Threshold Shift and Noise-Induced 
Permanent Threshold shift are examples taken from Canter 1977.  
 
Each agency will state any required mitigation measures in their respective 
RODs, based on the mitigation measures presented in Section 2.2.6 of the 
EIS, and any additional mitigation measures that the agency deems 
necessary. 
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Comment No. 396 (Note that the following comments were not numbered 
consecutively by the commentor, and the number that the commentor 
assigned to each comment is provided in parentheses, which, in this case, is 
370) 
 
In Section 4.10.1, subsection Field Perception and Neurobehavioral 
Responses, ICNIRP 2003 should reference the following sentence, “The 
International  Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection 
Guidelines recommend that short-term exposures be limited to 4.2 kV/m for 
the general public.” 
 
Comment No. 397 (371 in document) 
 
The date specified in Field Perception and Neurological Response in 
Section 4.10.1 for the issuance of the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility will be changed from October 29, 2001 to 
January 15, 2002. 
 
Comment No. 398-400 (372-374 in document) 
 
The text is correct as written. 
 
Comment No. 401-404 (375-378 in document) 
 
The ACC Order 64356 does not specify that helicopters should be used. 
Condition 11 (d) requires TEP to use the minimization of detrimental 
impact on the environment as the deciding factor when making specific 
easement routing decisions for construction of the transmission lines. TEP 
fully intends to abide by the conditions set forth in the ACC order and as 
such would use helicopters and lattice towers whenever necessary to 
minimize impact on the environment. The reference TEP 2003 in Section 
4.12.1 refers to data provided by TEP regarding the use of helicopters on 
the Western Corridor.  
 
Comment No.  405-406 (379-380 in document) 
 
The VERITAS project has been remanded, but has not been cancelled. 
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Comment No. 407-409 (381-383 in document) 
 
Impacts to minority health, environment, social, and economic are the same 
as the impacts discussed in Chapter 4 for the general population. Neither 
DOE nor its cooperating agencies are aware of any special circumstance 
(e.g., unique exposure pathways, food gathering practices, etc.) that would 
result in disproportionate impacts to minority populations or low-income 
populations as a result of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 410-411 (384-385 in document) 
 
Best Management Practices to address erosion control would vary 
depending on site-specific conditions. As indicated in the EIS, Section 
4.6.2, specific BMP would be defined once coordination has been 
completed, prior to implementation of the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 413-414 (386-387 in document) 
 
Refer to the response to the DeConcini McDonald Yetwin & Lacy, P.C., 
Comment 7 on why the Federal agencies have not attempted to assess 
potential impacts to property values from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 415-416 (388-390 in document) 
 
Table 9-1 is not intended to be an exhaustive list of every approval that TEP 
may or may not need, but is intended to cover the primary potential 
approvals and permits.  In addition, it is not clear that TEP would require 
helicopter flights in the Fuzzy MOA. Should helicopters be required, TEP 
would obtain all necessary permits and approvals. 
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Comment No. 417-418 (391-393 in document) 
 
A Floodplains and Wetlands Assessment, per Title 10, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 1022, Compliance with Floodplain/Wetlands 
Environmental Review Requirements has been conducted for the proposed 
project and is included in Appendix C of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 419-420 (394-395 in document) 
 
Prior to any construction of the proposed project, TEP would acquire all 
necessary permits from USAF.   
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Comment No. 421-422 (396-397 in document) 
 
As stated in Table 2.2-2, TEP Mitigation Practices Included in the Proposed 
Action, towers and/or ground wire would be marked with highly visible 
devices, such as colored balls or lights, if required by governmental 
agencies.  It is currently anticipated that no visual markers such as colored 
balls or lights would be required for the proposed project. Consultations 
with the agencies regarding required visual markers for each corridor are 
ongoing. 
 
Comment No. 423-424 (398-399 in document) 
 
See the response to Comment 48-49 above. 
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Comment No. 425-426 (400-401 in document) 
 
All Federal regulations cited in the TEP EIS are publicly available at 
http//www.gpoaccess.gov/cfr/index.html and are not listed in Chapter 11, 
References, of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 427-428 (402-403 in document) 
 
The Executive Order 10854 mentioned by the commentor was not added to 
Chapter 11, References because it was not used in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 429-430 (404-405 in document) 
 
The date for reference NIEHS 1999 will be changed from June 1999 to May 
1999. 
 
Comment 431-432 (406-407 in document) 
 
A hardcopy of the document referenced WECC 2003 in Chapter 11 has 
been made available in the administrative record. 
 
Comment No. 433-434 (408-409 in document) 
 
A reference to the acronym RAPID (Research and Public Information 
Dissemination Program) could not be found in Appendix B. It will not be 
added to the acronym list. 
 
Comment No. 435-437 (410-412 in document) 
 
See Table 10-2, Summary of Consultations. 
 
Comment No. 438-439 (413-414 in document) 
 
The letter is correct as written, and the response is indicated in Table 10-2. 
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Comment No. 440-442 (415-417 in document) 
 
The NIEHS conclusion presented in the Draft EIS is consistent with the 
other independent studies presented in Appendix B.  The NIEHS study 
mentioned in Appendix B of the Final EIS has not been added because the 
applicable portion is publicly available as part of the administrative record 
of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 443-445 (418-420 in document) 
 
The “Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
and to Conduct Public Scoping Meetings and Notice of Floodplain and 
Wetlands Involvement” for the proposed project was published in the 
Federal Register (66 FR 35950) on July 10, 2001.  By including the 
Floodplain and Wetlands Involvement in this Notice of Intent, and taking 
public comments on the entire Draft EIS (including the 
Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment included in Appendix C), DOE fulfilled 
the requirements of its regulations for “Compliance with 
Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements” (10 CFR Part 
1022).   
 
As discussed in Section 1.6.6, an EIS does not contain the final decisions by 
the agencies.  An EIS is not meant to be the document in which an agency 
presents its final decision.  Rather, it is intended to be a tool that informs 
Federal decision makers of the environmental consequences of choosing 
among the alternatives available to them.  However, in the Final EIS, the 
agencies’ preferred alternative is presented.  Each agency’s final decision is 
set forth in a separate ROD, or a letter of concurrence in the case of 
USIBWC.   
 
If an action alternative is selected and final siting of the proposed project 
has been determined, a Final Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment would be 
conducted.  General impact avoidance on the floodplain and wetlands is 
discussed in Appendix C.3 of the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 446-448 (421-423 in document) 
 
The final siting and engineering of the transmission line has not yet been 
completed and alternatives that specifically address floodplain/wetland 
impacts have not yet been developed.  A Final Floodplain/Wetlands 
Assessment would be conducted once the final siting of the transmission 
line has been determined and if the Federal agencies determine that there is 
no alternative to implementing the proposed project in a floodplain, a brief 
statement of finding would be prepared (see Appendix C of the Final EIS).   
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Comment No. 446-448 (425-423 in document ) (continued) 
 
Regarding permits or review requirements under Section 401 and 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, refer to Green Valley Public Meeting (September 25, 
2003, 3-5 pm), Comment 60. 
 
Comment No. 449-451 (424-426 in document) 
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include the 500-year floodplain of the South Substation. 
 
Comment No. 452-453 (427-428 in document) 
 
An EIS is not a detailed engineering design document meant to certify the 
merits of a project’s design, but rather a document that identifies and 
discloses potential environmental impacts. The level of project design detail 
required for assessment of potential environmental impacts in an EIS 
depends upon the degree to which project design details could affect 
environmental impacts. Scaled diagrams of the proposed monopole and 
lattice tower transmission line structures are shown in Figures S-3 and S-4 
of the summary, and in Figures 1.1-1 and 1.1-2. TEP would prepare the 
final engineering and construction plans for the transmission line within the 
selected corridor after each agency has issued a ROD (refer to the response 
to Transcript 1, Comment MM-4).   
 
Regarding topographic map for the floodplain assessment, refer to Green 
Valley Public Meeting (September 25, 2003, 3-5 p.m.), Comment 63. 
 
Comment No. 454-456 (429-431 in document) 
 
Figure 2 of Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to show the 
100-ft expansion to the South Substation.  
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Comment No. 457-458 (432-433 in document) 
 
Refer to Comment 40-41 above for discussion on Leg 9 of the Central 
Corridor. 
 
Comment No. 459-460 (434-435 in document) 
 
The 115-kV transmission line from Gateway Substation to the Valencia 
Substation has been added to figures throughout the Final EIS.  Due to 
security issues, equipment layout is not shown in the Final EIS. 
 
Comment No. 461-462 (436-437 in document) 
 
A floodplain analysis for the existing Valencia Substation is beyond the 
scope of the Federal actions.     
 
Comment No. 463-465 (438-440 in document) 
 
The level and methods of analysis conducted are appropriate. 
 

2.3-318 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Magruder, Marshall 
Page 73 of 84 
 

 
 

Comment No. 466-467 (441-442 in document) 
 
Regarding impacts to the local Molybdenum Processing Plant from 
potential South Substation flooding, refer to Green Valley Public Comment 
(September 25, 2003, 3-5 p.m.) Comment 64. 
 
Comment No. 468-469 (442 [second]-444 in document) 
 
Regarding liability from flooding at the South Substation, refer to Green 
Valley Public Comment (September 25, 2003, 3-5 p.m.) Comment 60. 
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Comment No. 470-472 (445-447 in document) 
 
Regarding permits or review requirements under Sections 401 and 404 of 
the Clean Water Act, refer to Green Valley Public Comment (September 25, 
2003, 3-5 p.m.) Comment 59. 
 
Comment No. 473-475 (448-450 in document) 
 
The BAs were prepared by a professional biologist, under contract with 
TEP, and the Federal agencies always review and evaluate the merits of the 
information before relying upon it in an environmental analysis. 
 
Comment No. 476-478 (451-453 in document) 
 
Refer to Section 4.3 regarding consultation with USFWS and preparation of 
the BO. 
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Comment No. 479-494 (454-469 in document) 
 
The text and level of detail provided is appropriate as written. 
 
Comment No. 495-497 (470-472 in document) 
 
The Roads Analysis is available as a reference as part of the administrative 
record. 
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Comment No. 498-499 (473-474 in document) 
 
Protocol surveys would be conducted as appropriate following the Record 
of Decision. 
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500 

501 

502 

503 

504 

 
 

Comment No.500 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that the EIS process 
was initiated by the Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
 
Comment No. 501 
 
While each circuit is thermally capable of transmitting 1,000 MW, the 
double circuit system has been designed and would be operated to transmit 
500 MW total, for operational and reliability considerations. It is not 
anticipated that the double circuit system would be operated above 500 MW 
and the environmental impacts of operating at 500 MW is analyzed. 
 
Comment No. 502 
The impact from the Mexican portion of the proposed transmission line is 
analyzed to the extent that it is reasonably foreseeable.  Air resources have 
far-reaching effect and impact to United States from emissions that could be 
generated in Mexico from the construction of Mexico’s connection portion 
of the transmission line is analyzed in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS.  The 
potential impact from the proposed project in Mexico is not analyzed in the 
EIS.   
 
Comment No. 503 
 
A new power plant or local (distributed) generation in Nogales is not a 
viable alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s 
proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not evaluated 
in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Mexican recession impacts on Sonora and Santa Cruz County are outside 
the scope of this EIS.  The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to 
decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders. 
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504 
cont. 

505 

506 

507 

508 

509 

 

Comment No. 504 
 
The public comments from scoping meetings are categorized either as 
issues within the scope of the EIS or issues out of the scope of the EIS (see 
Section 1.6.2 of the Final EIS) and the scoping meeting issues are also 
addressed in the EIS. 
 
Comment No. 505 
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include analysis of the 500-year floodplain for the South Substation.  
 
Comment No. 506 
 
As discussed in Chapters 9 and 10 of the Final EIS, consultation with those 
Federal and state agencies that TEP would need to act in issuing permits or 
approvals for the proposed project have been initiated.    
 
Comment No. 507 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 508 
 
Section 1.2.2, DOE Purpose and Need, of the Final EIS discusses the 
purpose and need for DOE action.  In determining whether a proposed 
action is in the public interest, DOE considers the impact of the proposed 
project on the environment and on the reliability of the U.S. electric power 
supply system. 
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509 
cont. 

510 

511 

512 

513 

 
 

Comment No. 509 
 
As part of DOE’s decisionmaking process on whether to grant a Presidential 
Permit for the proposed project, DOE will determine whether the proposed 
project will adversely impact the reliability of the U.S. electric system. 
Also, before authorizing exports to Mexico over the proposed 345-kV 
facilities, DOE must ensure that the export will not impair sufficiency of 
supply within the United States and will not impede, or tend to impede, the 
coordinated use of the regional transmission system. 
 
Comment No. 510 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s statement that the Draft EIS 
complied with the 10 CFR 205.320-205.329. 
 
Comment No. 511 
 
Regarding permitting requirements from Federal and state agencies, refer to 
response to Comment 481 above. 
 
Comment No. 512 
 
The contents of the TEP’s Presidential Permit application are not being 
evaluated in this EIS.   
 
Comment No. 513 
 
Regarding potential impacts to Mexico from the proposed project, refer to 
the response to Comment 502 above.  For discussion on locating South 
Substation in a 100-year floodplain, refer to response to Magruder, 
Comment 508 above. 
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513 
cont. 

514 

515 

516 

517 

518 

 
 

Comment No. 514 
 
The exact locations of the facilities associated with the proposed 
transmission line would depend on the final precise siting of the ROW and 
support structures, which would occur after each agency has issued a ROD.  
This would allow for mitigation of potential environmental impacts by 
resource specialists.   
 
Comment No. 515-516 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.  If TEP’s proposed project is 
approved by each of the Federal agencies, then there would still be a variety 
of events that could preclude TEP from implementing this project, such as 
the possibility of failure by TEP to secure a power sales contract with CFE. 
Issuance of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that DOE has 
no objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project be built 
(refer also to the response the Center for Biological Diversity, Comment 2).  
 
Comment No. 517 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1 of the Final EIS, TEP defined a 0.25-mi  
(0.4-km) wide study corridor for each alternative, within which the 125-ft 
(38-m) transmission line ROW would be sited.  The precise siting of the 
transmission line ROW within the selected corridor would be based on 
further engineering evaluation and mitigation of potential impacts, 
following the issuance of ROD by the lead and cooperating agencies.   
 
A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of 
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing EPNG 
pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 2001, ACC (see 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final EIS, 
the Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, 
and EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate. 
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518 
cont. 

519 

520 

521 

522 

523 

 
 

Comment No. 518 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
 
Comment No. 519 
 
Refer to Magruder Comments 40-41 above, concerning discussion on Leg 9 
of the Central Corridor. 
 
Comment No. 520 
 
On July 3, 2002, TEP wrote a letter to DOE requesting that the Eastern 
Corridor alternative be removed from further analysis in the EIS for reasons 
stated in Section 2.1.4 of the Final EIS.  TEP’s decision not to pursue the 
Eastern Corridor renders it infeasible, and DOE, in consultation with the 
cooperating agencies, has removed this alternative from further 
consideration in the EIS.  Where a proposed project is advanced by a non-
Federal applicant, such as TEP, seeking a permit for a project, an agency 
ordinarily need not redefine the applicant’s proposal or select alternatives 
that change the applicant’s goals.  Because TEP has asserted that it does not 
want to pursue a given alterative route, the Federal agencies will not decide  
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523 
cont. 

524 

525 

526 

527 

528 

529 

530 

531 

532 

 
 

Comment No. 520 (continued)  
 
otherwise, and it would be a waste of time and resources to evaluate an 
alternative that the applicant reject. 
 
Comment No. 521-522 
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include a 500-year floodplain analysis of the South Substation. 
 
Comment No. 523 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s concern about inaccuracies, 
incompleteness and errors in the Draft EIS. 
 
Comment No. 524-526 
 
The proposed PNM transmission line project is no longer reasonably 
foreseeable, as explained in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS.   
 
Comment No. 527 
 
For discussion on issues raised during the public scoping meeting, refer to 
the response to Comment 479. 
 
Comment No. 528 
 
See Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, on a connecting transmission line 
in Mexico. 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the  
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Comment No. 528 (continued) 
 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts, as required 
under NEPA, that could occur as a result of the potential impacts of TEP’s 
proposed project when added to impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Where specific information was 
available on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it was 
included in the EIS; relevant information received from the public during 
the Draft EIS public comment period was also added to the Final EIS (e.g., 
information on planned residential developments was added to Section 
5.2.4). Section 5.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis, has been revised in the 
Final EIS to more completely assess cumulative impacts. Also, Table 5.4-1 
has been added to the Final EIS to provide a summary comparison of the 
cumulative impacts by resource area and identify any differences in 
cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and Crossover Corridors. 
 
Comment No. 529-530 
 
Socioeconomic impacts from the constructing the proposed project are 
analyzed in Section 4.5.1 of the EIS, including discussions on landowners 
affected by TEP acquiring easements for the transmission line ROW and 
access roads; negative visual impacts on private property; compensation to 
landowners for acquiring easement on existing access road.  The ROW 
easement developed with proposed project would have limited land use.   
 
Comment No. 531 
 
The Federal agencies have initiated formal consultation under Section  
7 (a)(2) of the ESA with the USFWS (see Section 4.3).   
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533 

534 

535 

536 

537 

538 

539 

540 

541 

 
 

Comment No. 532 
 
The “Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
and to Conduct Public Scoping Meetings and Notice of Floodplain and 
Wetlands Involvement” for the proposed project was published in the 
Federal Register (66 FR 35950) on July 10, 2001.  By including the 
Floodplain and Wetlands Involvement in this Notice of Intent, and taking 
public comments on the entire Draft EIS (including the 
Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment included in Appendix C), DOE fulfilled 
the requirements of its regulations for “Compliance with 
Floodplain/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements” (10 CFR Part 
1022).   
 
Sections 3.7, 4.7, and Appendix C of the Final EIS has been modified to 
include an analysis of the 500-year floodplain for South Substation. 
 
Comment No. 533 
 
This EIS does not assess whether TEP meets the ACC’s requirements. 
 
Comment No. 534 
 
A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of 
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing El 
Paso Natural Gas (EPNG) pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended 
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 
2001, by ACC (see Section 4.10).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final EIS, 
DOE consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, and EPNG 
concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate.  
 
Comment No. 535 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIS analyze the affected environment and potential 
impacts to air, soil and water resources from the proposed project.   
 
Section 5.2.1, Other Energy and Transmission Line Projects in Southern 
Arizona, has been revised in the Final EIS to include the available 
information on a transmission line that would connect to TEP’s proposed 
project at the U.S.-Mexico border. Section 1.1.1, The Proposed Action, of  
 

2.3-330 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Magruder, Marshall 
Page 84 of 84 
 
 

542 

543 

544 

 

Comment No. 535 (continued) 
 
the Final EIS has been revised to clarify that TEP’s proposed project is 
limited to activities within the United States, and the analysis in this EIS is 
limited to environmental impacts within the United States. 
  
Impacts to United States from emissions that may be generated in Mexico 
from the construction of Mexico’s connecting portion of the transmission 
line were analyzed using conservative assumptions due to lack of available 
information on project design and construction in Mexico.   
 
Comment No. 536  
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the EIS present analyses of the affected environment 
and potential impacts to the visual resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 537 
 
Sections 3.13 and 4.13 of the EIS discuss the affected environment and 
potential impacts to environmental justice groups.  Based on the analyses 
presented in Section 4.13.1 of the EIS, the Federal agencies conclude that  
no disproportionately high and adverse impacts would be expected for 
minority or low-income populations. 
 
Comment No. 538 
 
Section 2.1 Alternatives, explains the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies 
in developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant 
seeks a permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable  
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Comment No. 538 (continued) 
 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 539 
 
As the EIS analyzes potential environmental impacts to United States from 
the proposed project, potential impacts to Mexico is outside the scope of the 
EIS.  Impact to United States from emissions that could be generated in 
Mexico is included as appropriate in Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIS.   
 
The Federal agencies are not aware of any specific information available on 
power plants that may be built in Mexico, and was not provided any such 
specific information during the Draft EIS public comment period.  Chapter 
5 presents the most current information available regarding the construction 
of power plants in the vicinity of Nogales, Mexico.   
 
Comment No. 540 
 
ACC Comment 3 emphasized that a new power plant in Nogales is not a 
viable alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s 
proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not evaluated 
in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 541 
 
A minimum distance of 100 ft (30 m) would be maintained between any of 
the proposed transmission line structures and the edge of the existing EPNG 
pipeline ROW, in compliance with the Amended Certificate of 
Environmental Compatibility issued to TEP on October 29, 2001, ACC (see 
Section 4.10 of the Final EIS).  As shown in Table 10-2 of the Final EIS, 
the Federal agencies consulted with EPNG regarding safety requirements, 
and EPNG concurred that the ACC’s requirement is adequate.  (Reference 
to first place the response appears). 
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Comment No. 542 
 
As part of the NEPA process, the Federal agencies have initiated 
consultations with those state agencies that would need to act in issuing 
permits or approvals for the proposed project, including ACC, and ADEQ 
(see Chapter 9 of the EIS). 
 
Comment No. 543 
 
In order to include all necessary analyses needed for the Draft EIS, the 
scheduled release date of the Draft EIS stated in the Notice of Intent in the 
Federal Register was not met. 
 
Comment No. 544 
 
Copies of the Draft EIS, the Draft EIS Summary, and the references were 
placed in the four public libraries and available for public review.  The 
Draft EIS was placed in these public libraries in order to allow the 
maximum number of people that would be potentially affected by the 
proposed project along the proposed transmission line corridors. 
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